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INTRODUCTION 



This is a report of a survey of opinions of state directors of special 
education on Regional Resource Center Services conducted by the National 
Association of State Directors of Special Education (NASDSE, Inc.) in coop- 
eration with the Bureau of Education for the Handicapped/bivision of Media 
Services/Learning Resources Branch. 

The objective of the study and the rationale for the design of the study 
format was to provide information to the Bureau of Education for the Handi- 
capped for short range and long range planning for the efficient delivery of 
RRC services to state education agencies. Specif ically, the survey addresses 
the major question of how to achieve maximum impact in meeting identified needs 
from a*lijiaited amount of resources. 

It was also the intent of the study to identify general needs of state 
education agencies which might also go beyond the RRC authority (as specified 
in federal law and regulations) in order that other service providers may 
address these needs, including other divisions in BEH. 

The data provided in this report may also serve a useful purpose for the 
present and future deliverers of REC services. 



Research Questions 

The study was designed to provide consensus data for answering these 
questions: 

What are the opinions of state directors of special education on 
a number of specific questions related to the structurer activities 
ai>d management of the RRC system? 

What are the priority service needs of state education agencies? 
Do these needs differ between states in single state RRC regions 
and states in multi state RRC regions? 

On which needs should RRC contractors place priority emphasis in - 
delivering services to SEAs? Do these differ between stahes in 
single state RRC regions and states in multi state RRC regions? 

What are the identified needs of SEAs which other (than RRC) service 
providers may address, including various divisions within BEH? 



Approach 

The approach used to answer these questions v^s to survey all of the state 
directors of special education and a selected number of other, consumers of RRC 
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services as to their opinions on 98 discrete items judged to have potential input 
for planners and deliverers of RRC services^ 

Development of the Instrument 

The content and format of the survey instrument used to collect opinions 
was developed by a task force of 30 persons representing state directors and 
other consumers of RRC services at a two-day conference held in Denver / Colorado 
in June, 1976. The item statements were shaped and refined by NASDSE staff sub- 
sequent to the Denver conference but the Content is basically that produced by 
the conference participants. Participants were selected to provide a fair 
representation of single states (RRC) regions, multi state regions, rural and 
urban LEAs, institutions, and private schools • 

The instrument, as mailed, contained three sections: 

!• Thirty-eight statements on the management and structure of a hypo- 
thetical "ideal" RRC system. Respondents were asked to mark the 
extent they agreed or disagreed on a five point scale with each 
statement. 

2. Fifty-one statements reflecting potential service needs of state 
education agencies,, clustered in six areas: , model program needs, ; 
fiscal needs, and service delivery modes. Respondents were asked 
to respond to each statement twice, indicating: 

• the extent (five point scale) of need for the state education 
agency 

the amount (five point scal**^) of emphasis the RRC should place 
on meeting this type of need 

3. Nine questions on the structure and activities of the RRC system. 
Respondents were asked to provide answers and comments in the space 
provided in the survey form. 

^ A san5)le survey instrument is included in the appendix of this 
report. 



Treatment of the Data 

A special computer program was written for the calculation of the data. 
In computing and analyzing the data means and standard deviations were the 
statistical calculations used. The mean (m) was considered the index of 
importance axKi the sta.ndard deviation (SD) the index of consensus. 

A high mean was an indication of high rank, or high priority, while a 
high SD (above 1.00) was indicative of a wide range of disagreement among the 
respondents. Following this logic, the lower the mean, the lower the rank or 
priority for a statement; the lower the SD<. the greater the consensus on the 
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mean score among the respondents'. "Standard deviation is indicative of the true 
position of the mean. 

Data was analyzed and reported for each referent gxcup 

• single states {RRC Regions) 

• Multi states (HRC Regions) 

• all states 

• other consumers • 
Following a- :e the techniques used: 

Section I (Management and Structure) 

The mean and SD for all items for all SEA respondents was computed. That 
score became the "dividing line" by which each single item (based on its mean 
score) fell above or below the line. Those above the total mean were considered 
"high priority and those below the mean were considered "low priority". Compu- 
tations were also made for each refereirt group for comparative purposes. 

Section II (Needs ~ RRC Emphasis) 

The same technique was followed for items in Section II, which reported 
SicA needs and the emphasis i^Cs should^ e By 
obtaining a score on each dimension, it was easy to place each item in one 
of fotir qxiadrants for simple analysis and comparisons: 1) high need/high emphasis 
2) low need/high emphasis; 3) high need/low emphasis; and 4) low need/low emphasis 
The quadrant explanation is shown graphically in Table 6 , on page 11. This device 
was followed in reporting data from each referent group. 

Section III (Structure and Activities of RRC System) 

The responses from each referent group were combined and reported- by 
referent group. In some cases the responses were edited for grammar, when 
appropriate, or eliminated to reduce redundant statements. 

Reporting the Data 

The data, as computed and analyzed by the procedures described, is reported 
in a series of tables on the following pages. The reader should keep in mind 
the rationale for the study (page 1), the statistical rationale for the treatment 
of the data (page 2) , and *the survey format (appendix) when reading the following 
tables, which report the data section by section. 

Limitations of the Study 

The data elements in the following pages contains opinions of consumers of 
Regional Resource Center services, and as such, should represent valuable input 
to BEH planners and decision makers. Respondents to the study and report reaiders- 
should recognize, however, that the data contained herein is subject to or con- . . 
strained by the authority of P.L. 91-230 (authorizing RRCs) and regulations (see 
appendix), and must be interpreted by the reader in light of the total content and 
purpose of the study. 
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The findings presented in the following tables do not necesscurily speak 
for themselves. They are presented and arranged in a format to allow for 
easy analysis, however, several interpretations are possible. 

Finally, readers are reminded that the data and the framework for present- 
ing the data represent the opinions of those persons who completed the survey 
instnunent on the particular day that the survey was completed. And since the 
survey was conducted and completed prior to publication of the proposed regula- 
tions for P.L. 94-142, one .might expect to find new, specific needs not addressed 
in the survey questionnaire. , 
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SURVEY RESULTS 
SECTION I 

TABLE 1 
RETURNS BY REFERENT GROUP 



Group Nuniber pfitums Percent 

■ *■ " " ' - — — - ' 

single State Regions 6 5 83 

Miilti-St:ate Regions 50 32 64 

Other Consumers 13 6 46 



TABLE 2 

EXTENT OF AGREEMENT ON 38 ITEMS REGARDING 
MANAGEMENT AND STRUCTURE 



Group 


Mean 


S.D. 


Single State Regions 


' 3-07 


1.40 


Multi -State Regions 


3.10 


1.26 


Other Consumers 


3*35 


.96 


All States 


3.09 


1.28 
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TABLE 3 

HIGH PRIORITY ITEMS ON MANAGEMENl' AND STRUCTURE 
ITEMS RANKED ACCORDING TO MEAN SCORES FOR ALL STATES 

MEAN FOR ALL ITEMS= -3.09 



STATEMENT ' MEAN SD 

11. BEH shoiald notify SEA upon funding projects 

in that state. 3.94 .31 

14. Al-1 bidders must identify procedures for 
describing and addressing state needs in 

their proposals. 3.92 .26 

22. Regional Center workscopes should be flexible 
so that each RRC could expand and fmxd pro- 
grams according to SEA needs. 3.87 .33 

28» RRCs must always work through SEAs for 

services delivery and other operations. 3.85 .42 

31. States must communicate their needs to the 

RRC with clear statement of priorities. 3.84 .42 

6. In multi-state regions advisory boards for 
RRCs composed of state directors or their 

designees are encouraged. 3.80 .71 

36. Fiscal year must be the same for RRCs, ALRCs^ 

SEAs. 3.72 .67 

10. All discretionary programs funded by BEH— 
including RRCs— should show relationships 

to the State Plan and Priorities. 3.68 .73 

30. RRCs should emphasisse concepts which can 
deal with large population areas as well 

as th^ rural and remote areas. 3.68 .76 

2. There should be national cpordlnatlon be- 
tween CORRC, RRCs, and SEAs so that all 
regions could share program activities 

and innovative developments. 3.55 .86 

15. Present funding of RRC system must increase 

to at least the authorized levels. 3.53 .81 
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TABLE 3 



High Priority Items on r^ajiagtsment and Structure 



STATEMENT 



MEAN 



SD 



9. RRC bidders should base their proposals upon 
needs of states in the region in the area of 
education appraisal and programming. 

26. Each state should have the option of com- 
bining the ALRC/RRC activities under one 
state coordinator. 



3.48 



3.47 



. 90 



1.02 



32. Staff administration of RRCs must be under- 
standable and consistent with budget logic. 
For example: 

• Bate scheduling - be consistent with 
state operation and travel/per diem 
costs. 

• Salary differences/ALRC vs* RRC/travel 
restrictions, etc., need to be resolved. 

38. Legislation should be redrawn combining the 
present ALRC cui,d RRC systems into one 
program. 

17. It is recognized that no resource center can 
™ provide direct services to all children. 
Therefore, centers should develop processes 
through which they provide or cause to be 
provided requested services. 

37. Each RRC should access state's need for 
delivering required (mandatory) services. 

12. Procedures for consumer input must be estab- 
lished (input conferences, position papers, 
-2tc.) for the RRC system. 

33. Periodic third party evaluation of RRCs 
should be conducted and reported to con- 
sumers and BEH; 



3.44 



3.42 



3.40 



3.33 



3.28 



3.25 



.91 



.94 



.83 



1.08 



.98 



1.08 



19. There should be national coordination among 
SOVI, SOHI, SOMD, SOOH and the states. 



3.24 



1.24 



29. RRCs and SEAs should work cooperatively 
with institutions of higher education 
regarding training. 

23. RRCs should study present accountability 

procedures for determining an effective and 
iw^xe efficient accountability system. 



3.22 



3.05 



1.14 



1.13 
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TABLE 4 

LOW PRIORITy ITEMS ON MANAGEMENT AND STRUCTURE 
ITEMS RANKED ACCORDING TO MEAN SCOBES FOR ALL STATES 

MEAN FOR ALL 1TEMS=3.09 



STATEMENT 



MEAN 



SD 



18. 



BEH should study presently funded programs 
serving across regional and state lines 
with an objective to combine duplicate 
programs and programs with similar functions 
into one delivery service. 



27. Multi-state regions should allocate funds 
to SEAs on the basis of differential state 
needs. 

1. Since conditions are different in each 
state/ each state should have a choice 
of being in a single-state or multi- 
state region. 



16. 



13. 



Direct services as part of demonstration 
models must continue to be an integral part 
of the RRC progrcim. 

There should be a new awards system allowing 
BEH to negotiate with all bidders for the 
best program. 

Every state should have the right to operate 
as a single-state region. 

BEH should encourage formal procedures to 
allow for increased communication with 
LEAs on RRC activities. 



34. RFP for RRCs should include among eligible 
bidders anyone who can efficiently perform 
the work. 



20. 



Federal agencies should provide national 
leadership and modeling to get state and 
local agencies to work together. 
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3.02 



2.88 



2.85 



2.80 



2.68 



2.58 



2.51 



2.50 



2.50 



1.31 



1.36 



1.54 



1.24 



1.22 



1.61 



1.40 



1.53 



1.58 



TABLE 4 

Low Priority Items on Management and Structure 



STATEMENT MEAN SD 



21. The regional centers should develop infor- 
mation systems of all searvices avail5d>le 
in the nation to meet the needs of a par- 
ticular child. ' 2.40 1.31 

4 . BEH shoxild continue to award RRCs on a 

contract basis. 2.38 1.53 

24. PRCs should eliminate all activity which 
takes away staff time in carrying put pro- 
gram functions. 2.33 1.21 

35. Services to Deaf/Blind should be channeled 

through the RRCs. 2.29 1.67 

. 8. , Consideration, should be given, to... a r^ 

ment of the existing regions to match HEW* 

regions. 2.18 1.37 

5. RRCs shoxild be awarded on a grant basis. 2.16 1.54 

25. Uniform cost rate for RRC contracts and 
s\ib-contracts shoxild be established on a 

national basis. 1.59 1.33 



S-ECTION II 



TABLE 5 

Extent of Need-Extent of RRC Einphasis 

MP^AN SCORES FOR ALL ITEMS 
BY REFERENT GROUP 

Extent of Need Extent of RRC Einphasis 
Group Meaui H&an 

Single State Regions 
Multi State Regions 
Other Consumers 
All States 



3.30 
2.97 
3,05 
3.01 



2.36 
2.47 
2*59 
2. AS 
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TABLE 6 



EXPLANATION OF QUADRANTS 
FOR PLACEMENT OF STATEMENTS 



NEED 



THREE (3) 
HIGH NKED 
LOW RRC EMPHASIS 


ONE (1) 
HIGH NEED 
HIGH RRC EMPHASIS 


FOUR (4) 
LOW NEED 
LOW RRC EMPHASIS 


TWO (2) 
LOW NEED 
HIGH RRC EMPHASIS 



F^IPHASIS 
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TABI£ 7 

COMPARISON OF NEED-EMPHASIS QOAPR^^ qjq^ fiACH 
AS EXPRESSED BY EACH ^ 



CATEGORY AND 

STATEMENT NUMBER AUL STATE S 

Model Program Needs 

1. Model curricuias for the severely, 

profoundly and multi-handicapped. 2 ^ 

2. Coordination and cononunication among SEAs 

and USOE on trends, statistics, etc. 4 ^ 

3. Definition of "appropriate education" as 

related to 94-142. 3 ^ 

4. Knowledge of federal projects in my state 

which are being funded and/or continued. 4 3 

5. Interaction with SEAs and RRCs to exchange 

and discuss problenis, concerns, solutions. 2 ^ 

6. Awareness of projects around the nation 

which are worthy of replication. 1 ^ 

7. Assistance in developing a system to de- 
termine excess cost data from LHAs. 3 ^ 

8. Assistance in providing programs fo£{ 

emotionally handicapped children. 3 ^ 

9. Knowledge of other agency programs. 4 ^ 

0. Assistance in developing and implementing 
non-discriminatory testing and assessment 

practices. 1 J- 



TABLE 7 (continuecl) 



COMPmSON OP NEED-EMPHASIS QUflDMTS FOR EACH ITEM 
AS EXPRESSED BY EACH REFERENT GROUP 



CATEGORY AND 
STATEMENT NUMBER 



ALL STATES 



SINGLE STATES HULTI-STAITS OTHERS 



11. Information about record keeping and 
; data collection methods. 

Insenice Training Needs 

12. Assistance in training of placement teams 
■ : and/or committees. 

13. Inservice training of LEA service per- 
sonnel. 

14. I Improving SEA and LEA personnel skills 
in use of media and equipment. 

15. Training of persons who may have role in 
; legal aspects of special education c 



16. Training of advocates, surrogates r parent 
groups on services available from special 
education. 

17. Training of teachers (regular and special) 
in individual appraisal and prescriptive 
planning for handicapped children. 



18. Training of teachers in developing and 
writing behavioral objectives. 

19. Training of SEA and LEA administrators to 
; . resolve administrative problems connected 
V: with 94-142 
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TABLE 7 (continued) 



COMPARISON OF NEED-EMPHASIS QUADRANTS FOR EACH ITEM 
AS EXPRESSED BY EACH REFERENT GROUP 



CATEGORY AND 
STATEMENT NUMBER 



ALL STATES 



SINGLE STATES MULTI-STATES OTHERS 



20. Training to increase the SEA and LEA 
capacity to assess referred children. 



1 



21. Assistance in implementing individual , 

educational plans as required by PL 94-142. 1 

:22. Training Hearing Officers as required by 

PL 94-142. ■ 1 

23. Training personnel to train parents to work 

.. with their handicapped children. 1 

'Service Needs 

24. Evaluation of appraisal process in LEAs. 4 

25. Evaluation of placement of pupils in 

various educational programs. 4 

26. Development of direct services network 

: across all target population agencies. 4 

27. Direct services needed beyond LEA 
capability. Any or all of: 

0 referral system 

0 comprehensive evaluation ■ 

-ledical 

-psychological 

-emotional 

-sociological 

-educational 
6 financial support 

0 direction center-including concept 

o if "one-stop 8ervice"and followup. 1 



TABLE 7 (continued) 



COMPARISON OF NEED-EMPHASIS QUADRANTS FOR EACH ITEM 
AS EXPRESSED BY EACH REFERENT GROUP 



CATEGORY AND 
STATEMENT NDMBE?. , 



ALL STATES 



SINGLE STATES MULTI-STATES OTHERS 



28. A bank of resources for unanticipated 
■ crisis situations of local school districts. 

'29. ' Interface with other groups having like 
. responsibility for children with handicapping 
'conditions. 



30. Regional child service programs for low in- 
■ cidence handicapped in sparsely populated 

regions. 

31. Periodically bring together individuals who 
have the capacity to resolve problems. 

32. Assistance in program evaluations, review and 
compliance monitoring. 



33. Formalize communication systems which are 
occurring naturally, such as interstate 
SEA directors meetings, etc. 



■2 



34. Coordinated planning between ALRC and RRC 
for developmental, innovative projects.' 

35, Assistance in the development of a data 
collection system as required by 94-142, 



36. Development of uniform storage and retrieval 
systems (directional service support) which 
should include national, state, regional 
capability, . 
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TABLE 7 (continued) 



COMPARISON OP NEED-EMPHASIS QUADRANTS FOR EACH ITEM 
AS EXPRESSED BY EACH REFERENT GROUP 



CATEGORY AND 
STATEMENT NUMBER 



ALL STATES 



SINGLE STATES MULTI-STATES OTHERS 



.37. Assistance in developing eligibility 
criteria (standards) for handicapped 
children - PL 94-142. 

38. Access to a regional/national talent 
■ bank of experts in special education 

service delivery. 

39. Provide information on state needs to 
institutions of higher education. 

Research Needs 

:40. Development of an iapact study (data) 
: on services to handicapped children 
(cost effectiveness), 

:41, Investigate and experiment with new and 
; . untried programs materials, curricula 
and models, to determine appropriate 
education for severely profoundly 
: handicapped children. 

42. Development of directional studies 
■ . (position papers, futuristic modeling). 

Fiscal Needs 



43. Funds to make information about exemplary 
projects available to others. 
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HQLTZ STASS 


MULTZ STATES 


Qoadzut 3 


Qudzant 1 




Hi9h VMd 




Xtoi 


Bi9h Ho«d 


Bigh En^basis 


32 


3.31 


2.00 


• 

50 . 


3.37 


3.40 


8 * 


3.28 


2.11 


46 


3.20 


3.06 


13 


3.14 


2.37 


30 


3*35 


* 2.70 






3l 


3*28 


2.85 








2*' 


3*25 


3.08 










3.XX 


2.54 


* 






V8 


3 . 02 


2.94 




• 




AA ■ 
. 4^ 




3. OS 








in 


^ ^A 


' 3.X4 








Q 


J.XX 


2« 9X 








X/ 




3.08 . 








21 


3.45 


3.08 








19 


3.42 


2.85 








22 


3.34 










X9 




2.74 








23 


3.)20 ' 


2.48 








20 




2.74 








12 


3.08 


2.62 








lie 


J. 02 


. -2.60- 








40 


3.11 


2.55 






.M«d-2.97 






BMd«2.97 






S^ih&iis-2.47, 






E^pfauis»2.47 


MJZ^rZ STATES 


UDELTZ SXAiXKS 


Qoadrant 4 




Qoadrftnt 2 




Itca 


Lov tki«d 




Ztcm 


Lov tte«d 




49 


2.85 


2.31 


47 


2.82 


2.81 


29 


2.94 


1.79 


48 


2.77 


2.55 * 


24 


2.94 


2.00 


51 


2.62 


2.50 ' 


28 


2.93 


2.34 


34 * 


2.91 


3.22 


* 25 


2.88 


1.82 


33 


2.88 


2.63 ' 


36 


2.57 


2.25 


45 


2.88 


2.51 


26 


2.54 


2.09 


43 


2.82 


2.54 


39 


2.45 


1.51 


5 


2.80 


2.82 


37 


'2.41 


1.90 


1 


2.88 


2.64 . 


U 


2.91 


2.20 


41 


2.94 


2.54 


3 


2.91 


2.00 








2 


2.88 


2.00 








9 


2.28 


1.68 








7 


2.94 


1.68 








4 


2.42 


1.37 








18 


2.91 


2.25 








14 


2.44 


1.73 








42 


2.29 


2.05 


















SMI"2.97 




£^aplu«is»2.47 






ElBpbASlri2.47 
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ALZ. STATES 






ALL STXZSS 




Quadrant 3 


Quadrant 1 


Ztsa 


High Nted 


Lov Snpbuiis 


Ztea 


Eigh Ka«d 


Bx^n. ETnpnaaxa 


7 




vw 


10 


3. "25 


3.20 


8 






5 


3.12 


2.95 


3 




1.9S 


17 


3.65 


3.15 


Xo 


J •uu 


2.42 


21 


3.52 


3.15 


32 




2plO 


20 


3.20 


2.82 


40 




2.41 


19 


3.47 


2.77 






12 


3.20 


2.70 








22 


3.40 


S.67 








16 


3.12 


2.65 








15 


3.30 


2.62 








23 


3.20 


2.47 








13 


3.25 


2.45 








30 


3.28 


2.61 








31 


3.27 


2.92 








27 


3.25 


2.95 








35 


3.12 


2.47 








34 


3.02 


3i32 • 








38 


3.00 


2.82 








41 


3.00 


2.55 








46 


3.28 


3.10 








44 


3.35 


2.95 








50 


3.35 


3.27 






- N««d«3.01 






H««d«3.01 












EB9basia>i2.45 


ALL STATES 


ALL STATES 




Quadrant 2 




LOW HMd 


Lov Biphasis 


Ztam 


LOV KMd 


High Eophaaia 


2 


2.97 


1.87 


1 


2.92 


2.66 


U 


2.95 


2.22 


5 


2.85 


2.89- 


4 


2.62 


1.35 


33 


2.84 


2.55 


9 


2.35 


1.60 


43 


2.85 


2-55 


14 


2.46 


1.66 


45 


2.85 


2.45 


24 


2.99 


2.07 


47 


2.87 


2.84 ' 


29 


2.95 


1.81 








25 


2.95 


1.87 








28 


2.94 


- 2.30 








36 


. 2.62 


2.21 








39 


2.60 


1.60 








26 


2.53 


1.95 








37 


2.48 


1.99 








42 


2.43 


2.15 








49 


2.82 


2.27 








48 


2.77 , 


2.43 








SI 


2.65 


2.43 












M«d«3.01 






irK^«3.01 






£BBphtsis«2c45 






aiphasia«2.45 
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**2X 




OTHERS 






OTHERS 




Qtaadraat 3 


QoAdrint 1 






Lov Bnphai^ 


ZteiB 


High NMd 


High CE^phaf la 


50 


3.80 


2.40 


46 


3.80 


3.40 


48* 


3.20 


2.20 


47 


3.60 


3.20 


29* 


3.00 


3.00 


51 


3.20 


3.00 


38 


3.00 


3.00 


31 


3.80 


3.80 


44 ^ 


3.60 


2.20 


35 


3.75 


2.80 


43 


3.00 


3l00 


34 


3.60 


3.86' 


4 ' 


3.20 


2.00 


36 


• 3.25 


3.40 








28 


3.20 


2.60 








45 


3.80 


2.60 








5 


3.80 


3.60 








1 


3.60 


3.00 








3 


3.60 


3.00 








6. 


3.20 


2.80 












^ Art' ' 








19 


3.40 


2.80 






• 


23 


3.40 


3.00 








22 


3.33 


' 3^00 








12 


3.20 


2.60^ 








21 


3.20 


2.60 






• 


17 


3.20 


2.80 






llMd-3.05 






lia«a-i3.05 






£qphuis«2.59 






EBphaais«2.59 




OTHERS 


QoAdrant 4 


Quadrant 2 


Ztca 


lev N«cd 


low fiaphasis 


Xtea 


Low Na«d 


Hi^ Eaphaais. 


49 


2.60 


1.80 


10 


3.00 


3.60 


27 


2.80 


2.40 


20 


3.00 


2.60 


30 


2.60 


2.40 








37 


2.60 


2.20 








39 


2.40 


2.20 








33 


2.40 


2.40 








25 


2.40 


2.20 








24 


2.33 


1.00 








26 


.2.20 


2.40 








32 


2.20 


2.40 








9 


2.80 


2.40 








IX 


2.40 


1.80 








2 


1.80 


1.60 








7 


1.80 


0.80 








16 


3.00 


1.00 








15 


2.80" 


1.40 








18 


2.80 


1.80 








14 


2.60 


2.40 












SMd»3*05 






H«tt£»3.05 






2Bpha«ifl>»2.59 






S8vhasiJi"2.59 
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TABLE 8 



AREAS WHERE STATE DIRECTORS AGREE 
RRCs SHOULD PLACE HIGH PRIORITY EMPHASIS 



Enphasis 



Mean Scores 



Category and Statement 



Single States 
(above 2.36) 



Multi States 
(above 2.47) 



MJdel Program Needs 

1) Model curricula^ for the severely; pro- 
foundly and multi-handicapped. 

5) Interaction vdth SEAs and RRCs to 
exchange and discuss problems, con- 
cerns, solutions. 

6) Awareness of projects around the 
nation which are worthy of replica- 
tion. 

*10) -Assistance in developing and imple- 
menting non-discriminatory testing 
and assessment practices. 

Inservice Training Needs 

12) Assistance in training of placement 
teams and/or committees. 

*16) Training of advocates, surrogates, 
parent groups on services available 
from special education. 

*17) Training of teachers (regular and spe- 
cial) in individual appraisal and pre- 
scriptive planning for handicapped 
children. 

*20) Training to increase the SEA and LEA 
capacity to assess referred children. 

*21) Assistance in implementing individual 
educational plans as required by P.L. 
94-142. 

23) Training personnel to train parents to 
. work with their handicapped children. 

Service - Needs 



2.80 



3.40 



3.20 



3.60 



3.20 
3.00 

3-60 
3.40 

3.60 
2.40 



ERIC 



31) Periodically bring together individuals 
who have the capacity to resolve prob- 
lems. 3.40 

34) Coordinated planning between ALRC and 
RRC f or developmental, innovative pro- 
jects. 4.00 

41) Investigate and experiment with new and 
untried programs, materials, curricula 
and models, including cultt^ral models, 
to determine appropriate education for 

^Indicates It^B^ were regarded as first priority need. 
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2.64 



2.82 



2.91 



3.14 



2.62 
2.60 

3.08 
2.74 

3.08 
2.48 



2.85 



3.22 
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Category and Statement 



Enghasis 
aean Scores 



Single States 
(above 2; 36) 



Mvilti States 
(above 2.47) 



Service Heeds (cont'd) 

41 (cont'd) 

severely and profoundly handicapped 
children. 

- Fi sc al- Needs — : _^..^,..„..„,..^ ^ 

43) Funds to make information about exem- 
^ ' plary pro j ec ts aval lable^ to others . 



2.60 



2.60 



2.54 



2:54^ 



♦Indicates items were regarded as first priority need items according to data frcan 
single states and multi states. 
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TABLE 9 " 

ITEMS ON WHICH STATE DIRECTORS AGREE 
RRCs SHOULD PLACE LOW EMPHASIS 



Emphasis 



Means Scores 



Category and Statement 



Single States 



Multi States 



Model Program Needs 

2) Coordination and communication anong 
SEAS and USOE on trends, statistics r 
etc. 

3) Definition of "appropriate educaticii'' 
as related to P.L. 94-142. 

4) Knowledge of federal projects in my 
state \diich are being funded and/or 
continued. 

7) Assistance in developing a system to 
determine excess cost data from LEAs. 

8) Assistance in providing programs for 
emotionally handicapped children. 

9) Knowledge of other agency programs. 

Inseinrice Training Needs 

14) Improving SEA and LEA personnel skills 
in use of media and equipment. 

Service Needs 

25) Evaliaation of placement of pupils in 
various educational programs. 

26) Development of direct services net- 
work across all target population 
agencies. 

28) A bank of resources? for unanticipated 
crisis situations of local school dis- 
tricts. 

29) Interface with other groups having 
like responsibility for children with 
handicapping conditions. 

36) Development of uniform storage and 

retrieval systems (directional support) 
which should include national, state, 
regional capability. 

39) Provide information on state needs to 
institutions of higher education. 



Below 2.36 



1.00 
1.60 

1.20 

1.00 

1.60 
1.00 



1.20 



2.20 
1.00 
2.00 
2.00 

2.00 
2.20 



Below 2.47 



2.00 
2.00 

1.37 

1.68 

2.11 
1.68 



1.73 



1.82 
2.09 
2.34 
1.79 

2.25 
1.51 
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TABLE 10 



CONTROVERSIAL ITEMS INDICATING 
A NEED FOR RRC WORKSCOPE FLEXXBILITY 



a uegory and Statement 



SINGLE STATES 



MULTI STATES 



1 o lei Progrcun Needs 

11, Information about recordkeeping and 
— data collection -methods . ^ ^ 

I xservice Training Needs 

1 0 Inservice training of LEA service 

personnel . 
li:) Training of teachers in developing 

and writing behavioral objectives • 

Service Needs 

24) Evaluation of appraisal process in 
LEAs. 

32) Assistance in program evaluations ^ 
review and compliance monitoring. 

37) Assistance in developing eligibility 
criteria (standards) for handicapped 
children - P. L. 94-142. 

Research Needs 

42) Development of directional studies 

(position papers, futuristic modeling) 



High Enqphasis 
(above 2.36) 



2.40 



*3.00 
3.60 



*2.60 
*2.80 

2.60 



Low En^hasis 
(below 2.47) 



2.20 



2.37 
2.25 



2.00 
2.00 

1.90 



*2.80 



2.05 



♦Indicates item also ranked as "high need'i 

■ .34 
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TABLE 11 

CONTROVERSIAL ITEMS INDICATING 
A NEED FOR RRC WORKSCOPE FLEXIBILITY 



SINGLE STATES MULTI STATES 

Low En^hasis Hi^ Emphasis 

Category and Statement \ (below 2,36) (above 2.47) 

Inservice Training Needs 

15) "'Training of persons who may have 
role in legal aspects of special 

education. 1.80 *2.74 

19) Training of SEA and LEA administrators 
to resolve administrative problems con- 
nected with P. L. 94-142. 2.20 *2.85 

22) Training Hearing Officers as regiiired 

by P. L. 94-142. 2.00 *2.77 

Service Needs 

27) Direct services needed beyond LEA 
capability. Any or all of: • 

o referral system 

o comprehensive evaluation 

-medical 

-psychological 

-emotional 

-sociological 

-educational 

o financial support . 
.o direction center — including con- 
cept of "one stop service" and 

f ollowup 2.00 *3.08 

30) Regional child service programs for 
low incidence handicapped in isparsely 

populated regions.^ 2.00 *2> VO 

33) Formalize communication systems which are 
occurring naturally/ such as interstate 

SEA directors meetings/ etc . 2.00 2.63 

35) Assistance in the devielopment of a data 
collection system as required by P.L. 

94-142. . 2.00 *2.54 

38) Access to a regional/natior»al talent bank 
of experts in special education service 

delivery. 2.00 *2.94 

Research Needs 

40) Development of an impact study (data) on 
services to handicapped children (cost 

effectiveness) . 1.40 *2.55 



KJ ■v=-;-:^'^':^.. --.-'V : , CJ.^ <y .ri ^ ■ ./ ^r--'^-^ ■. "■^■-i ' 

item also ranked. as "high need. 3o, 



SINGLE STATES MULTI STATES 

Low En5)hasis High En5)hasis 

Category and Statenient (below 2.36) (above 2.47) 

Fiscal Needs 

44) Flexibility and funds to buy services 

as needed. 2.00 *3.08 

45) Increase the capacity of LEAs to con- 
tract with appropriate agents for tech- 
nical assistance. 2.00 2.51 

Service Delivery Modes 

48) Provide Direct Services 1.60 2.55 

51) Conduct Research 2.00 2.50 



♦Indicates item also ranked as "high need" 
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TABLE 12 



PREFERRED SERVICE DEUtVERY MODES 
TO MEET NEEDS OF STATES 



ALL STATES 



Preferred Emphasis 



Delivery Mode 


Extent of 


Need 




for RRCs 






Rank 


Mean 


S.D. 


Rank 


Mean 


S.D. 


Provide Inservice Training 


2 


3. 28 


.78 


2 


3.10 


.92 


Provide Model Programs 


3 


2.87 


.99 


3 


2.84 


1.01 


Provide Direct Services 


5 


2.77 


1.06 


4 


2.43 


1.29 


Provide Personnel 


4 


2.82 


1.01 


6 


2.27 


1.24 


Provide Fimds 


1 


3.35 


.96 


1 


3.27 


1.13 


Conduct Research 


6 


2.65 


1.13 


4 


2.43 


1.31 



SINGLE STATES 



Provide Insearvice Training 


1 


3.40 


.80 


1 


3.20 


.74 


Provide Model Programs 


2 


3.20 


.74 


2 


3.00 


.89 


Provide Direct Services 


4 


2.80 


.74 


6 


1.60 


.48 


Provide Personnel 


6 


2.60 


.48 


4 


2.00 


.63 


Provide Funds 


2 


3.20 


.74 


3 


2.40 


1.01 


Conduct Research 


4 


2.80 


.74 


4 


2'. 00 


.63 



MULTI STATES 



: : Provide Inservice Training 2 

Provide Model Programs 4 

.Provide Direct Services 5 

Provide Personnel 3 

Provide Funds 1 

: ; Conduct Reseetrch 6 



3.26 


.77 


. .... 2 : 


3.08 


.95 


2.82 


1.01 


3 


2.81 


1.02 


2.77 


1.09 


4 


2.55 


1.33 


2.85 


1.06 


6 


2.31 


1.30 


3.37 


.98 


1 


3.40 


1.10 


2.62 


1.17 


5 


2.50 


1.37 
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SECTION III 



OPINIONS ON STRUCTURE 
AND ACTIVITIES OF RRC SYSTEM 

1. What percentage of RRC f lands do you think should be devoted to direct 
services to handicapped children and youth (i.e., testingr evaluation 
and programming) as compared to services provided to SBAs, lEAs and 
LEAs? 

Direct Service Service Service Service 

to Handicapped to SEAs - to lEAs to LEAs 

Single States 10.0 51.0 23.0 16.0 

Multi States 26.3 51.6 4.5 17.6 

Others 21,6 43.3 10.0 25.0 

2. Do you think the RRC should investigate and experiment with new and 
untried programs, materials; curricula and models, including cultural 
models, to determine appropriate p^lucation for severely and profoundly . 
handicapped children? 

Yes NO ' 

Single States 5 0 

Multi States 26 6 

Others 4 1 

3. Can one contractor deliver both RRC and ALRC services within a region? 

Yes No 

Single States 4 0 

Multi States 31 1 

Others 1 0 

4» Should one contractor deliver both RRC and ALRC services within a region? 

Yes No 

Single States 5 0 

Multi States 21 8 

Others 4 0 

If no, why not? 

Reasons for negative answers: 

• The focus of RRC activities as compared with ALRC goals are not 

COTipatible in terms of types of services, intensity of services and 
quality of services 



ERIC 



30 



• The states should have the right to decide this at their level 

• ALRCs tend to be flexible in their approach to workscope 

• The ALRC would then have to follow all the tremendous amount of 
property and expenditures 

• Regional needs provided by an individual contractor are not neces- 
sarily flexible enough to attack unique state needs 

• MELRS Consortium works, why change? 

If yesr what major benefits would there be for the RRC program ? 

• As long as both services are kept distinct and apart 

• Cost effectiveness — less duplication of services 

• The ALRC workscope areas address what should be an integral part 
of the RRC workscope areas 

• Program models, research, and inservice coordination with instruc- 
tional materials and equipment available and efficacy studies 

• No major benefits for the RRC. The benefits would be to the states — 
better programming, better utilization of personnel, cost efficiency 
benefits 

• Unified service delivery 

• Ours is like this already and it provides great coordination 

• Less overlapping — better coordination of activities 

• The assessment and program system should include the materials system. 
Easy access to the materials system would be a planning advantage. 

• Greater fiscal accountability 

0 More direct involvement of instructional personnel 

• Then the RRC/ALRC would provide a collaborative effort of services 
to the SEA " . 

m" Decrease duplication of effort 

« Save on administrative and overhead costs 

• Cut costs, reduce paperwork 
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What kinds of program accountability do you think are necessary for RRCs? 

Single States Multi States Others 

Numbers and types of handi- 
capped children served 2 11 2 

Children's progress in educa- ♦ 

tional progrcuns 0 8 0 

Nuxnbers and types of services 
provided to handicapped chil- 

dren ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ' 2 14 ■ 4 

Numbers and types of services pro- 

vided to SEAs 3 20 4 

Other (most often cited as impor- 
tant) : 1 13 • 1 

1) ; numbers and types of handicapped children served 

2) numbers and types of services provided to handicapped children 

3) numbers and types of services provided to hemdicapped children - SEAs 

Other types of information cited as important by riespondents included 
quality indicators, numbers and types of services provided to teachers 
and other personnel, appropriate fiscal information, 2md iinpact data 
regcurding services provided. 



Rank the factors which should determine the allocation of funds for an 
RRC region. Rank the most important factor 1, etc. 

Single States Multi States Others 

Total population 4 26 5 

Population density 3 21 4 

State dollar support for special 

education 4 21 3 

Other 1 20 1 

1) Quality of programming and SEA need for development effectiveness of 
; program . ■.-..T^^::.,.,,,, ' ■ ■ 

2) Formula for distribution should be determined on a regional basis 

3) ■ T.T. population cannot be considered; a factor for T.T; 
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4) Geographic considerations 

5) Formula include population and density plus total $ availability to 

a state for research, staff development and program model development 
and demonstration 

6) Specific individual needs of care and inexplainable case need 

7) Student population (2) 
Handicapped students served (3) 



Do you consider assistance from your HRC sufficiently important to war- 
rant continued funding? 

Yes No 

Single States 4 0 

Multi States 32 1 

Others 5 0 



If yes. 



Single States Multi States Others 



For another year or two 0 i q 

For another 3 to 5 years 0 12 3 

For another 5 to 10 years . 1 3 0 

Indefinitely 3 15 2 



Does your SEA have sufficient staff capability (or would it add such a 

capability) to carry out the RRC mission, if funds were directly awarded 
to your state for KRC-type work? 

Yes No No Response 

Single States 3 0 2 

Multi States 17 12 6 

Others 0 2 3 



If RRC regions were reorganized, would you prefer to remain in your present 
multi state or single state region? 

Yes NO 

Single States 5 0 

Multi States 24 7 

Others 3 2 



Does your state have problems or concerns related to the RRC scope of 
activities not addressed in the foregoing? 
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Yes 



No 



Single States 
Multi States 
Others 



2 
11 
0 



3 
21 
3 



List of Concerns: 

• More flexibility needed based on needs 

• Too many unnecessary forms and paperwork discoxirage participation 
in the program, Covmting kids served other than services tend to 
make SEAs and LEAs focus on numbers rather than quality of serv- 
ices 

• 1 do not feel that the type of in-depth expertise in assessment 
programming that we need is available across the board on the staff 
of our RRC. The management is not what it should be (i,e,, types 
of reports made available to us) • Some of staff is highly quali- 
fied. Others are less so than most of our own teachers. This should 
be a consideration in hiring even should it result in fewer but 

more professionally mature and highly paid staff members 

• The interpretations that are made regarding what activities might 
be carried out by the RRCs must be consistent and they must allow 
certain functions to be delivered even if it appears that the ' 
language of the workscope might preclude them 

• I have a general concern about the paperwork and time necessary to 
accesi. very "few" dollars — even though these dollars provide valu- 
able assistance to the states 

• Indirect cost and time from inception of technical assistance need 
to actual service delivery. Some difficulty in time lags due to rrc 
and university (contractor) red tape 

• The question of service to BIA schools as a separate state, violates 
the spirit of P.L. 94-i42 in that the 50 states are given responsi- 
bility for the educaticn of all of their handicapped cMldren within 
their borders. We must be permitted to use RRC/ALRC services to 
BIA sites on an equal basis with other piJblic schools 

• Wish to emphasize opinion that RRCs should address themselves to 
research^ SEA staff development, requested inservice, program model 

; development and implementation and not to direct services nor SEA 
program monitoring for BEH 

• The process of reporting budget items to CORRC on a strategy basis 
should be stopped. Taken too much time from by children. 

• Reporting requirements too detailed and time consuming 
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BACKGROUND TO REGIONAL RESOURCE CENTERS 



I. Legislative Authority 



The authorization for Regional Resource Centers is contained in Public 
Law 91-230 Education of the Handicapped Act, Part C "Centers and Services to 
Meet Special Needs of the Handicapped", Section 621 "Regional Resource Centers 
and Section 624 "Research, Innovation, Training, and Dissemination Activities 
in Connection With Centers and Services for the Handicapped". (CORRC is 
authorized by Section 624.) 

Sec. 621. (a) The Coninissicner is authorized to make grants to. or con- 
tracts with institutions of higher education. State Educational Agencies, or 
combinations of such agencies or institutions, which combinations may include 
one or more local educational agencies, within particular regions of the 
United Scates, to pay ^11 or part of the cost of the establishment and opera- 
tion of regional centers which will develop and apply the best methods of 
appraising the special educational needs of handicapped children referred to 
them and will provide other services to assist in meeting such needs. Centers 
established or operated under this section shall (1) provide testing and educa- 
tional evaluation to determine the special educational needs of heuidi capped 
children referred to such centers, (2) develop educational programs to meet 
those needs, and (3) assist schools and other appropriate agencies, organi- 
zations, and institutions in providing such educational programs through 
services such as consultation (including, in appropriate cases consultation 
with parents or teachers of handicapped children at such regional centers), 
periodic reexamination and reeyaluation of special educational programs and 
other technical services . 

(b) In determining whether to approve an application for a project xinder 
this section, the Commissioner shall consider the need for such a center in 
the region to be served by the applicant and the capability of the applicant 
to develop and apply with the assistance of funds under this section, new 
methods, techniques, devices, or facilities relating to educational evaluation 
or education of handicapped children. 

(20 U.S.C. 1421) Enacted April 13, 1970, P.L. 91-230, Title VI, sec. 621, 84 
Stat. 181. 



II. Intent 



The Regional Resource Center Program has as its goal encovuraging and 
promoting the development and application of exenqolary appraisal and educa- 
tional programming practices by State and Local educationea agencies. 
Regional Resource Centers provide demoMtrations of systematic, canprehensive 
appraisal for handicapped children which result in children receivjLng appro- 
priate, quality special educational services, and provide assistance to educa- 
tional agencies in adopting such appraisal practices. 

A systematic comprehensive appraisal process includes (1) referral and 
screening, (2) individual cts:^ssment, (3) developoaent of appropriate in- 
dividualized educational program and placement, (4) implementation of the 



educational program based upon effective communication and coordination 
among essential personnel, and (5) provision and maintenance of testing 
and evaluation practices to determine the effectiveness of the individual 
educational program and also to assure the continued appropriateness of 
the educational program and placement. 



III. Administration 



Each Regional Resource Center is charged with the missjon of working 
with State Education Agencies (and designated agents) in their region 
to assure effective appraisal, and educational program placement for all 
hamdicapped children. Regional Resource Centers will perform this mission 
by providing direct seanrices to handicapped children and their parents as a 
demonstration of effective practice and by offering technical and develop- 
mental assistance to profeL,?ional educators and administrators, in establishing 
similar programs . 



Thirteen RRC*s and one (1) Coordinating Office for Regional Resource 
Centers (CORRC) are currently operational. All RRC's have identical workscope 
statements. 
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SECTION I 



INSTRUCTIONS 



Following is a list of 38 statements vAich pertain to the management, organization, 
and structure of the RKC system. Please read each statement carefully and circle the 
number which corresponds with the extent which you agree with the statement. Space is 
provided in the right hand column for any coments you may wish to make regarding the 
statement or your response. 



Statonent 


Extent of Agreement 


Oomoents 




Strongly Strongly 






Agree Disagree 




Indirect oosts for 


(4) 3 2 1 0 


A set indirect rate would allow 


BRC sub-contracts 




more funds to go to where pro- 


should be established 




grams and real needs arel 


OQ a national basis 









B3IIBNT OP AGREEMENI 


, a)MMEOTS;'V:'P'':^^^^ 


V ;, , L MANjMSEMENTWlD STRDCTlJRE 


Strongly Strongly 
Agree Disagree 


i. ■ !'.'.'»■.■■■,,■ 


Since conditions are different in each 
statei ' each state should have a choice 
of being in a single-state or multi- 
state region.. 


4 3 2 1 0 




There should be national coordination 
between OORRC, BBCSr and SEAs so that 
all regions could share program activities 
and innovative develofxnents. 


4 3 2 1 0 




Ibeh should encourage fonnal procedures to 
allow for increased coDinunic^tion with LEAs 
on RHC activities. 


4 3 2 1 0 


■ ■' ■ .■' ' 


BEH should, continue to award JBCs on a 

contract basis. 


4 3 2 1 0 " 




RRCs should be awarded on a grant basis. 


4 3. 2 1 : 0 

* 




In lulti-state regions advisory boards for 
BRCs coinposed of state directors or their ' 
designees are encouraged. 


4 3 2 1 0 


, , . • ■ .. ► ■ ■ ■, . 



STATEMENTS 


EXTENT OP AGREEMENT 






Strongly 
Agree 






Strongly _ 
Disagree 


25. 


Uniform cost rate forJ^C contracts and . 
sub-contracts should]^© established on a 
national basis • 


4 3 


2 


1 


0 


26." 


Each state should have the option of com- 
bining the ALRC/RRC activities under one 
state coordinator • 


4 3 


2 


1 


0 


27. 


Multi-state regions should allocate fionds 
to SEAS on the basis of differential state 
needs. 


4 3 


. 2 


1 


0 


28. 


* 

RRCs must always work through SEAs for 
services delivery and other operations* 


4 3 


2 


1 


0 


29. 


RRCs and SEAs should work cooperativeJly 
with institutions of higher education 
regarding training • 


.43 


2 


1 


0 


30. 


• 

RRCs should emphasize concepts which can 
deal with leurge population areas as well 
as the rural and remote areas. 


4 3 


2 


1 


0 
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STATEMENTS 



EXTENT OF AGREEMENT 



31. States, roust co'innunicate -their needs to the 
RRC with clear statement of priorities. 



32. -Staff administration of RRCs must be under-r 
standable and cxjnsistent with budget logic. 
For example: 

• Bate scheduling - be consistent with 
state operation and travel/per diem 
costs. 

• Salary differences/ALRC vs. RRC/travel 
restrictions, etc., need to be resolved. 



33. Periodic third party evaluation of RRCs 
should be conducted and reported to con- 

fmakx& and beh. 



34-. HFP f or BRCs shcould include among eligible 
bidders anyone who can efficiently perform ^ 
the work* 



35. Services to p^af /Blind should be channeled 
tfeiFOugii th.^ RRCs. 



Strongly 
Agree 



4 3 



4 3 



4 3 
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strongly 
Disagree 



1 0 



1 0 



2 10 
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STATEMENTS 


BXIBHT OP 


AGREEHENT 






Strongly 
Agree 




Strongly 
Disagree 


36. 


Fiscal year must be the same for RRCs, ALRCs, 

SEAS. ; 


4 3 2 


1 


0 


37. 


Each RRC should access state's need for 
delivering require;d (mandatory) services. 


4 3 2 


1 


0 


38. 


Legislation shoiild be redrawn combining 
the present ALRC and RRC systems into one 
program. 


4 3 2 


1 


0 
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SECTION II 



INSTRUCTIONS 



On the following pages is a list of 51 statements reflecting various types of service needs which SEAs 
have or must address. The list was generated by a task force of state directors of special education and 
other consumers at a recent workshop in Denver. 

You are asked to respond to each statement by: 

1) Circling the number in the left hand column which most accurately reflects the extent 
which the statement reflects a need as you see it for your SEA or your state; 

2) Circling the number in the middle column which indicates the amount of emphasis that you 
believe the Regional Resource Center which serves your state should place on meeting this 



type of need; 



3) 



Hake any cements you may wish in the right hand column to explain your answer. 



EXAMPLE 



Statement 



Extent of Need of My SEA 



Amount of Emphasis BRC 
Should Place on Meeting 
this Type of Need 



Comments 



Need additional personnel to 
review and monitor LEA appli' 
cation for Part B funds 



4 





Should be sole 
responsibility of 
SEA personnel 



statement 


Extent of Need of 


wy SEA 


" "T--^ ' ^ " Vr '^''-^^. 

Amount of Emphasis RRC : 
Should Place on Meeting 
this Type "of Need • 




II. NEEDS 


Great 
Need 






No 
Need 


Great No J; 
Amount . Amount 




MODEL PROGRAM NEEDS 
















Model curriculas for the 
severely, profoundly and 
multi-hauidicapped . 


4 


3 


2 


1 


0 


4 3 2 1 Q 




Coordination and communicatior 
among ;:>EAs and USOE on trends, 
statistics, etc. 


4 


3 


2 


1 


0 


4 3 2 1 of 


.^■•3'.: 


Definition of "appropriate 
education" as ^related to 
94-142. 




3 


2 


1 


0 


4 3 2 1 0 : 


4. 


Knowledge of federal projects 
in my state which are being 
f tended ajid/tcir continued. 


4 


3 


2 


1 


0 


4 3 _ 2 1 0 


5. 


In t^jLdction with SEAs and 
RRCs to exchange and discuss 
problems r concerns, solu- 
tions. 


4 


3 


2 


1 


0 


4 3 2 1 0 


6. 


.Awareness of projects around 
the nation which are worthy o:: 
replication. | 


4 


3 


2 


1 


0 


4 3 2 1 0 
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statement 



Extent of Need of My SFh 



Asount of Emphasis BRC : 
Should Place on Meeting r 
this Type of Need 



Great 
Need 



7. Assistance in developing a 
system to determine excess 
cost data from LSAs. 



8, Assistance in providing pro- 
grams for emotionally handi- 
capped children. 



9. Knowledge of other agency 
programs 



10. Assistance in developing and 
inqplementing non- 
discriminatory testing and 
assessment practices. 



11. Information abov^t record 
keeping and da ta collection 
methods. , 



INSERVICE TBftlHINe NEEI^S 

12. As3fj:.*'jxnc0 iru training of 
placement teams and/or com- 
mittees. 



No 
Need 



Great 
Amount 



No . ^ 
Amount 



4 3 2 1 0 



4 3 2 1 0 



4 3 2 1 0 
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Amount of Einphasi!s imc K 








Should Place on Meeting. 


".statement 


Extent of Meed of My SEA 


this Type of Need 




Great 


No 


Great No 




Need 


Need 


Amount AmoiihtJ 



13 • Inservice training of LEA 
service personnel. 



14, Iinproving SEA and I£A per- 
sonnel skills in use of media 
and equipment ~» 



is » Training of persons who may 
have role in legal aspects of 
special education. 



16. Training of advocates / sur- 
rogates , parent groups on 
services available from 
Special Education • 



17. Training of teachers (regu- 
lar and special) in indivi- 
dual appraisal and prescrip- 
tive planning for hcuidicapped 
children. 



18. Training of teachers in 
developing and writing 
behavioral objectives* 



-12- 
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statement 



Extent of Need of My SEA 



Amount of Emphasis BRc 
Should Place on Meeting 
this Type of Need 



Great 
Need 



19. Training of SEA and iI£A 
administrators to resolve 
administrative problems con- 
nected with 94-142 . ; 



20. Training to increase; the SEA 
and LEA capacity toi iassess 
referred children. ;| 



21. Assistance in implementing 
individual educational plans 
as required by P.L. 94-142. 



22. Training Hearing Officers 
as required by P,L, 94-142, 



23. Training personnel to train 
parents to work with their 
handicapped children. 



SERVICE NEEDS 



24. Evaluation of appraisal pro-, 
cess , in LEAS . 



No 
Need 



Great 
Amount 
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No 
Amount 



4. 3 2 1 0 



4 3 2 1 0 
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statement 



125. Evaluation of placement of 

pupils in various educational 
programs. 



26. Development of direct serv- 
ices network across all tar-- 
get population agencies. 



1 27. Direct services needed beyond 
LEA capability. Any or all 

Of: ■ ■ '. 

m referral system 

comprehensive evaluation 

-medical 
-psychological 
-emotional 
-sociological 
-educational 

• financial support 

• direction center - includ- 
ing concept of "one-stop 
service" and followtqp 



28. A bank of resources for un- 
anticipated crisis situations 
of local school districts. 



Extent of Need of My SBA 



Great 
Need 



No 
Need 



3 2 .1 0 



3 2 1 0 



3 2 1 0 



Amount of Emphasia RRC 
Should Place on Meeting 
this Type of Need 



Great 
Aiuount 
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No 
Amount 



4 3 2 1 0 



4. .3 2 1 0 



4 3 2 1 0 



statement 



Extent of lieed of My SEA 



Amount cf Emphasis KRC 
Should Place on Meeting 
this Type of Need 



29. Interface with other groups 
having like responsibility 
for children with handicap^- 
ping conditions. 



3d. Regional child service pro- 
grams for low incidence 
handicapped in sparsely pop- 
ulated regions • 



31. Periodically bring together 
individuals who have the 
capacity to resolve problems. 



32 • Assistance in program eval- 
uations, review and con^li- 
ance monitoring. 



33 . f'ormalize communication sys- 
tems which are occurring 
naturally, such as interstate 

: SEA directors meetings, etc. 



34. Coordinated planning between 
- ALRC and RRC for develop- 
mental, innovative projects. 



Great 
Need 



4 3 



4 3 



4 3 



4 3 



NO 
Need 



Great 
Amount 



1 0 



1 0 



1 0 



1 0 



No 
Amount 
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$tatement 



Extent of Need of N/ SEA 



Amount of En^hasls BBC 
Should Place on Meeting 
this Type "of Need 




35. Assistance in the development 
of a data collection system 
as required by 94-142. 



36. Development of uniform stor-^ 
age and retrieval systems 
(directional service support) 
which should include national 
state, regional capcibility. 



37* Assistejice in developing 
: eligibility criteria (stan- 
dards) for handicapped chil- 
dren - P.L. 94-142. 



38. Access to a regional/national 
talent bank of experts in 
special education service 
delivery. 



39. Provide information on 3tP^te 
needs to institutions, of 
higher education. 



Great 
Amount 



3 2 10 



No 
Amount 



4 3 2 1 0 
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statement 



Extent of Need of My SEA 



AiQOunt of Emphasis BBC 
Should Place on Meeting 
tiis O^e of !|eed ; 



Great 
Need 



RESEARCH NEEDS 

40. Development of an Impact 

study (data) on services to 
handicapped children (cost 
effectiveness). 



41. Investigate and experiment 

with new an<l untried programs 
materials , curricula and 
models, including cultural 
models, to determine appro- 
priate education for severely 
profoundly handicapped chil- 
dren. 



42, Development of directional 
studies (position papers, 
futuristic modeling) , 



FISCAL NEEDS 

43. Funds to roaJce information 
about exemplary projects 
available to others. 



44. Flexibility and funds to buy 

services as needed, 4 



No 
Need 



Great 
Amount 



4 3 2 1 0 



3 2 10 



3 2 10 



3 2* 1 0 



No 
Amount 



4 3 2 1 0 



4 3 2 1 0 



4 3 2 1 0 



4 3 2 1 0 
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i statement 



45. Increase the capacity of 

LEAs to contract with appro- 
priate agents for technical 
assistance. 



SERVICE DELIVERY MODES 

From the following list of alter- 
native service delivery method- 
ologies which RRCs might provide 
the states, please rate the 
extent of need you- have for each 
delivery mode ( first column) and 
your idea of the extent of 
enqphasis the RRC should place on 
each service delivery mode 
(second column) . 

46. Provide Inservice Training 



47. Provide Model Programs 



48. Provide Direct Services 



Extent of Need of My SEA 


Amount of Emphasis RRC 
Should Place on Meeting 
this Type of Need 


Great No 
Need Need 


Great No 
Amount Amount 


.4 3 2 1 0 


4 3 2 .1 0 


4 3 2 1 0 


4 3 2 1 0 


4 3 2 1 0 


4 3 2 1 0 


4 3 2 1 0 


4 3 2 .1 0 
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statement 



Extent of Need of My SBA 



Amount of Emphasis PRC 
Should Place on Meeting 
this Type of Need 



19. Provide Personnel 



iO. Provide funds 



>1. Conduct Research 



Great 
Need 



No 
Need 



Great 
Amount 



4 3 2 1 0 



4 3 2 1 



No 
Ainoxint 



4 3 2 1 0 



4 3 2 1 0 



2 1 
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SECTION III 

PLEASE PROVIDE ANSWERS AND COMMENTS IN THE SPACE PROVIDED. USE THE BACK IF y^ CES^A PY« 

1. What percentage of RRC funds do you think should be devoted to direct services 
to handicapped children and youth (i.e., testing, evaluation ajid progrjjnning) 
as cosipared to services provided to SEAs, lEAs, and I£As? 

Direct service Service Service to Service 
to handicapped to SEAs lEAs to LEAs 

% + % + % + % « 100% 



2. Do yow think the RRC should investigate and experiment with new and untried 
progrs^i^/ naaterials, curricula and models, including cultural models, to 
determine appropriate education for severely, profoundly haivdicapped children? 

Yes NO 

COMMENTS: 



3. Do you think one contractor could deliver both RRC and ALRC services within 
a- region? 

OR 

Do you think one contractor should deliver both RRC and ALRC services within 
a region? 

Yes No 

If NO, Why no* ? 



If Yes, What major benefits would there be for the HRC program? 



70 



What kinds of program accountability do you think a:*e necessary for kRCs? 
(Please Check) 

Nun>bers and types of handicapped children served? 

Children's progress in educational prograuns? 

Numbers and types of services provided to handicapped children? 

Numbers and types of services provided to handicapped children SEAs? 
Other (specify) 



Rank the factors which you ftw-3> should determine tiie a7^1ocation of funds 
for an RRC region, Rank the mo/rt important factor 1, the second most 
important factor 2, etc. 



a. total population 

b, ^ pi'^pxilation density 

G. ^ ^ state dollar support for special .education 

d. other 



Do you consider assistamee from your RRC sufficiently iinportant to warremt 
continued funding? 

^ Yes _ No 

If Yes: 



et, ^^^^ ^or smother year or two 

b. for another three to fi.ve years 

c. for ijinoth'^r five to ten years 

d. indefitiitely 



Does your SEA have sufficient '-taff capiabxlit:y (or would it add such a 
capability) to carry ox?*- the RRC missio.M if funds were directly aw^irded 
-uo your state for RRC-type vFork? 

; Yes . No 
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8. If RRC regioils v;ere ri^organized, would you prefer to remain in your present 
-siL'iti-state or si :^.ale-stv\te region? 

Yes NO 



If No^ Spfttcify your preferaric^: 



9. Does your state have problsas or concerns related to the RRC scope of 
activities not addressed in the foregoing? 

Yes No 



If Yes, please specify and discuss: 



I 

to 
to 
I 
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STATES RESPONDING TO SURVEY FORM 



Alabama 

Alaska 

Arizona 

Arkansas 

California 

Connecticut 

Delawcure 

Floria 

Georgia 

Idaho 

Illinois 

Indiana 

Iowa 

Kansas 

Kentucky 

Maine 

Maryland 

Massachusetts 

Minnesota 

Mississippi 

Missouri 

Nevada 

New Jersey 

New Mexico 

New York 

North Carolina 

North Dakota 

Ohio 

Oklahoma 

Rhode Island 

South Caroli»>?i 

South Dakota 

Texas 

Vermont 

Virginia 

Wisconsin 

BIA 

District of Columbia 
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APPENDIX E 



Consiimer 



Mr. Murray 0. Batten, Director 
Special Education Services 
State Dept. of Education 
P.O. Box 420 

Lansing, Michigan 48902 
(517) 373-1695 

Mr. Gilbert A. Bllton, Director 
Division of Special Education 
Dept* of Public Instruction 
120 W. Market St., lOth Floor 
Indianapolis, Indiana 46204 
(317) 633-4763 

Dr. Cecil Bobo 

State Director of Special Education 
Montgomery s Alabama 

Mr, Tom Brown, Director 
Exceptional Children and Youth 
Section 

Div. of Instructional Services 
State Dept. of Education 
Pouch F 

Juneau, Alaska 99801 
(907) 465-2858 

Ms. Gloria Calovlnl, Director 
Area Learning Resource Center 
Dept. of Exceptional Children 
^ 100 North First Street 

Springfield, Illinois 62777 
(217) 782-6601 

Dr. Tom Clha, President-Elect 
National Association of School 
# r'sychologlsts 
Rockford, Illinois 

Dr. David Crawford ^ Director 
Pupil Services Unit 
State Department of Education 
State Office Building 
Denver, Colorado 80203 
(303) 892-2727 

Dr. William Crawford 
Division of Special Education 
State Dept. of Education 
• 933 High Street 

Worthlngton, Ohio 43805 
(614) 466-2650 



Input Conference 

Mrs* Lillian Davis 
Assistant Director 
Christ Child Institute 
# Edson Lane 

Rockville, Maryland 20852 
(301) 652-3922 

Mrs. Stephanie Dirst, Teacher 
Georgia Center for the Multiple 
Handicapped 

• 2040 Rid gewood Drive 
Atlanta, Georgia 30333 
(404) 378-5421 

Mr. Theodore R. Drain, Director 
Division for Exceptional Children 
State Dept. of Public Instruction 
Raleigh, North Carolina 27611 
(919) 829-3921 

Ms. Elaine E. Gllvear 
^ Coordinator Federal Funds 
Division 0f Special Education 
P.O. Box 911 

Harrlsburg, Pennsylvania 17126 
(717) 787-7459 

Mrs. Marilyn Gorospe 
Teacher, Pueblo School 
1524 57th St. N.W, 
Albuquerque, New Mexico 87105 
(505) 836-5926 

Mr. Bill Gonzales 
Director of Special Education 
School District #271 

• 311 N. 10th St. 
Coeur d*Alene, Idaho 83814 
(208) 667-7460 

Dr. Barry L. Griffing 
Assistant Manager 
^ Special Education Unit 
State Dept. of Education 
Sacramento, Calif oircia 93814 
(916) 445-4036 



EKLC 



76 



63 



Dr. Robert E. Hall, Chief 
Division of Continuing Education 
Bureau of Indian Affairs 
P.O. Box 1788 
123 4th St., S.W, 
Albuquerque, New Mexico 87103 
(505) 766-3351 

Dr. Joseph Iraci, Director 
Area Learning Resource Center 
Office for Education of Children 
with Handicapping Conditions 

* State Education DepartmBnt 
Albany, New York 12234 
(518) 474-5548 

Mr. Floyd M. Jackson, Director 
Special Services Section 
Old Capitol Building 
Olympia, Washington 98504 
(206) 753-2563 

Dr. George R. Levin, Director 
Section for Exceptional Children 
Office of Finance Management 
State Capitol 

Pierre, South Dakota 57501 
(605) 224-3426 

Mr. Robert Margolin, Chief 
Bureau of Pupil Personnel and 

Special Education Services 
State Department of Educa!:ion 
Hartford, Connecticut 06115 
(203) 566-4383 

Ms. Joanne McElderry 
Denver Public School 
1261 Gle-- -a 
^ Denver iXrado 80204 
(303) ^-lOOC 

Mr. James T. Micklem, Director 
Division of Special Education 

• State Department of Education 
Richmond, Virginia 23216 
(804) 786-2673 

Mr. Herbert D. Nash, Director 
Special Education Program 
Div. of Early Childhood tmd 

Special Education 
State Department of Education 
Atlanta, Georgia 30334 
(404) 656-2/^25 



Dr. Elwpod Pace, Coordinator 
Pupil Services 

Utah State Board of Education 
1050 University Club Building 
136 East South Temple 
Salt Lake City, Utah 84111 
(801) 328-5982 

Dr. Art Phillips 
Region IX 

Education Service Center 
Wichita Falls, Texas 

Dr. George Truka 

Director of Special Education 

Education Service Center 

3027 S. New Haven 

Tulsa, Oklahoma 74147 

(918) 743-3381 

Dr. Robert Ware 
Director of Research 
Dept. of Mental Health and 

^lental Retardation 
P.O. Box 1797 
Richmond, Virginia 23214 
(804) 786-5897 ' 

Dr. Robert G. Weiland 
Director of Special Educatitm 
Jefferson County Public Schools 
809 Quail 

Lakewood, Colorado 80215 
(303) 234-7000 

Mr. Don Weston, Director 
Division of Special Education 
Texas Education Agency 
201 East 11th St. 
Austin, Texas 78701 
(512) 475-3507 

Dr. Enid Wolf 

Coordinator, Federal Programs 

District of Columbia Public Schools 

Reno Building 

4820 Howard Rd. , N.W. 

Washington, D.C. 20016 

(202) 282-0151 
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Norm Howe - BEH 
Dick Galloway - NASDSE 
Dr. Bill Schipper - NASDSE 
Dr. Bill Wilson - NASDSE 
Terry" Berkeley - NASDSE 
Kay Ellis - National Consortium on 
Physical Education & Recreation for 
the Handicapped 



Dr. 
Dr. 



Mr. 
Ms. 



